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DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Pl attsburgh Air Force Base (AFB), Landfill LF-022
Pl att sburgh, New York

STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents a selected renedial action that will provide containnment of [andfil
wastes at LF-022 on Plattsburgh AFB in Plattsburgh, New York. This docunment was devel oped i n accordance with
t he Conprehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 as amended by the Superfund
Anmendnent s and Reaut horization Act of 1986, and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous
Subst ances Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP). Through this docunent, Plattsburgh AFB plans to remedy the
threat to human health, welfare, or the environnment posed by surface soil at LF-022. This decision is based
on the Administrative Record for the site, a copy of which is |ocated at Pl attsburgh AFB.

The New York State Departnment of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) on behalf of the State of New York and
the U S. Environnmental Protection Agency (USEPA) concur with the sel ected remedy. The state's concurrence
with this selected renedy is presented in Appendix B

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromLF-022, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an i nmnent and substantial endangernment to hunman health
wel fare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY
This action addresses the principal threat posed by LF-022 by preventing endangernment to human health
wel fare, or the environment through containment of the landfill to minimze exposure to pesticides present in

the surface soils.

The sel ected source control renedy includes establishing institutional controls, constructing a soil and

vegetative cover systemover the landfill to mnimze exposure to pesticides in the surface soils. The
remedy al so includes devel opnment of a post-closure plan specifying i nspection, maintenance, and nonitoring
prograns to be conducted over 30 years. |In addition, institutional controls for this site will be
incorporated into the Plattsburgh AFB Conprehensive Plan. This will ensure that future owners will be nade
aware of the landfill location, and will be inforned that

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with federal and state
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents to the source control remedial action, and is
cost-effective. The selected remedy uses pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies or
resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable for this site. However, because treatnent
of the principal threats at the site was not found to be practicable, this remedy does not satisfy the
statutory preference for treatnent as a principal element of the remedy. Treatnent technol ogies

wer econsi dered during the identification of renedial technologies and the devel opnent and initial screening
of alternatives, but were not considered feasible for the LF-022 site. The size of the landfill and the fact
that there are no on-site "hot spots"” that represent the major sources of contami nation preclude a renedy in
whi ch contami nants coul d be excavated and treated effectively.

Because this remedy could result in hazardous substances remaining on site, a review will be conducted by

Pl att sburgh AFB, USEPA, and NYSDEC within five years after closure to ensure that the source control renedy
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent. This review will be conducted
at |least every five years thereafter as |ong as hazardous substances remain on site at |levels that could pose



a risk to human health and the environnent.
1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRI PTI ON

Pl attsburgh Air Force Base (AFB) is located in dinton County in northeastern New York State, bordered on the
north by the Gty of Plattsburgh, on the south and west by the Town of Pl attsburgh, and on the east by Lake
Chanpl ain (Figure 1). The base is approxinmately 26 niles south of the Canadi an border and 167 miles north of
Al bany. Landfill LF-022 is |ocated west of the runway approxi nately 500 feet fromthe western Plattsburgh
AFB boundary (Figure 2).

Access to the landfill fromthe east and north is restricted because the site is bordered on two sides by
control l ed access areas, the active runway to the east and the snall arns range to the northwest (Figure 3).
Access fromthe south and west is somewhat |ess restricted, but is limted by an intact 4foot-high
three-wire fence posted with "No Trespassing"” signs. This area is patrolled regularly by Plattsburgh AFB
security personnel. Vehicles can access the landfill using a road | eading fromthe western Perinmeter Road,
which is within the controlled access flightline area

Pl att sburgh AFB controls access to the Perineter Road because it is next to the runway. Only nilitary
personnel who need to work within the area are all owed access to Perineter Road. Qccasionally, civilian | aw
enforcenent agencies (e.g., state police) are permtted to use the nearby small arns range on the

nort hwestern edge of the landfill. Qher mlitary and civilian personnel are not likely to cone in contact
with the landfill.

LF-022 is approximately 1,350 feet north of a snmall nobile home devel opnent on NY Route 22, near the
interchange with Interstate 87. The nearest on-base housing is nore than 6,000 feet east of the site. A
light industrial area is |ocated approximately 700 feet west of the site along Route 22

Interstate 87 is approximately 200 feet further west of NY Route 22

Site topography slopes gradually toward the east and southeast with a surface gradient between 0 and 3
percent. The site's northern boundary has a steep descending slope into a natural depression area. There
are no surface water features within the LF-022 site. However, groundwater may collect in a natural
depression approxi mately 600 feet north of the site during high water conditions (i.e., spring runoff).

The plant comunity at LF-022 consists of staghorn sumac, nullein, grasses, cottonwood, and pines. The plant
community of the depression north of LF-022 is dom nated by cattail, red-osier dogwood, pussy willow, black
willow, and sensitive fern. Sunmac and trenbling aspen occur in upland areas surrounding this area. No

wet| ands regul ated by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) are present on or
adj acent to LF-022. Several species of birds, mammals, reptiles, and anphibians could inhabit the site
however, no state or federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species are known to exist within
2 mles of Plattsburgh AFB

Site geol ogy consists of approximately 80 feet of sand, 10 feet of clay, and 30 feet of till overlying
carbonate bedrock. Soil within the landfill is poorly graded, nediumto-fine sand with trace to sone silt,
and appears to be native soil. Two aquifers at the site include an unconfined aquifer in the sand unit on

whi ch LF-022 was constructed and a confined aquifer in the bedrock. The water table in the unconfined

aqui fer is approximately 30 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs) (below the depth of waste) and the upper surface
of the confined aquifer in the bedrock is approxi mately 125 feet bgs. Goundwater in the unconfined aquifer
flows east toward Lake Chanpl ain and dominates |ocal flow patterns at the site. LF-022 is |located on a

t opogr aphi ¢ high on the western side of the base, which also affects |ocal groundwater flow G oundwater in

the confined aquifer also flows east toward Lake Chanpl ain.

A nore conpl ete description of LF-022 can be found in the LFO22/LF-023 Renedi al Investigation (R) Report on
pages 1-5 through 1-8, and 3-1 through 3-15 (ABB-ES, 1992a).

SECTION 2

2.0 SITE H STORY



In accordance with Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), Plattsburgh AFB is publishing this Record of Decision (ROD) to address public review and comment on
the selected alternative. Plattsburgh AFB, in consultation with the U 'S. Environnental Protection Agency
(USEPA) and NYSDEC, considered public comrents as part of the final decision-making process for selecting the
remedy for LF-022. This ROD summarizes the results and conclusions of the R, Feasibility Study (FS), and
Proposed Pl an.

2.1 LAND USE AND RESPONSE H STORY

LF-022, approximately 500 feet wide and 1,200 feet long, is on the western side of Plattsburgh AFB,

approxi mately 500 feet fromthe base boundary (see Figure 3). This landfill received donmestic wastes from
Pl attsburgh AFB for disposal from 1959 to 1966. Daily operations consisted of digging 25-footdeep trenches,
spreadi ng and burning the trash in the trenches, and covering it with sandy soil. Wile the landfill was

active, several different disposal nethods were avail able for hazardous waste. Expl osive ordnance was

deacti vated or detonated by the explosive ordnance di sposal personnel on base; residue was then di sposed of
in the landfill as nonhazardous waste. Qher hazardous wastes were handl ed by civil engineering service
contractors, or taken to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing O fice and di sposed of or recycled off site
by hazardous waste contractors. Liquids such as out-of-specification fuel, waste solvents, and waste oil,
were also taken to fire-training area FT-002 and burned during fire-training activities. Because appropriate

nmet hods of hazardous waste di sposal were available during operation of the landfill, it is unlikely that
hazar dous wastes were di sposed of in LF-022. The maxi mum volunme of fill is estimated at 524, 000 cubic yards.
Since landfilling operations ceased, vegetative growh (i.e., trees and brush) covers the site, a small arns

range has been constructed on the northwestern side of the site, and an access road to the snall arnms range
has been built across the landfill.

Several site investigations have been conducted at LF-022 as part of the Installation Restoration Program
(IRP) at Plattsburgh AFB. A Prelimnary Assessment eval uated whether the site was potentially contani nated
and required further investigation. The Prelimnary Assessment pronpted a Site Inspection (SlI) to confirm
the presence of contanination. Sl activities included a magnetoneter survey, test pits, and groundwater
sanpling. Because Sl results indicated the presence of contami nants, an R was conducted to characterize the
nature and extent of contanmination at LF-022. R activities included groundwater and soil/waste sanpling. A
nmore detailed description of the site history can be found in the Rl Report on pages 1-8 through 1-10, and
5-29 through 5-32 (ABB-ES, 1992a).

2.2 FEDERAL FAC LI TI ES AGREEMENT HI STORY

Activities at LF-022 have been conducted as part of the Defense Environnmental Restoration Program (DERP),

whi ch was established to cl ean up hazardous waste di sposal and spill sites at Departnent of Defense
facilities nationwide. The IRP is the U S Ar Force subconponent of the DERP that specifically handles
investigating and renedi ating sites associated with suspected rel eases of toxic and hazardous materials, such
as Pl attsburgh AFB. The IRP operates under the scope of CERCLA, as anended by the 1986 Superfund Arendnents
and Reaut hori zation Act.

The U S. Air Force Strategic Air Command (SAC) entered into an Interagency Agreement (|IAG No. 1758-1758-A1)
with the Department of Energy (DCE), under which DOCE provides technical assistance for inplenmentation of SAC
IRPs and related activities. SAC requested DCE support in assessing the extent of contam nation at sites on
Pl attsburgh AFB. Martin Marietta Energy Systens, Inc. (MVES) was assigned the responsibility for managi ng
the contam nation assessnent effort under the | AG through the Hazardous Waste Renedi al Actions Program In
1986, the IRP technical performance at Plattsburgh AFB was assigned to ABB Environnmental Services, Inc.
(ABB-ES) (fornerly E.C. Jordan Co.), an MMES subcontractor. The IRP at Plattsburgh AFB has included (1) a
Prelimnary Assessnent to evaluate which sites are potentially contamnated, (2) Sis to confirmthe presence
or absence of contami nation at identified sites, and (3) an ongoing R programat sites confirned to have
contam nation. On Novenber 21, 1989, Pl attsburgh AFB was included on the National Priorities List (NPL) of
sites and will be renediated according to the federal facilities agreement entered into anong the U S. Air
Force, USEPA, and NYSDEC.

SECTI ON 3



3.0 COWUN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Pl att sburgh AFB has kept the community and other interested parties apprized of activities at LF-022 through
informational neetings, fact sheets, press releases and public neetings. On August 1, 1989, Plattsburgh AFB
held its first Technical Review Committee (TRC) neeting to involve nenbers of the dinton County community
and state and federal regulatory agencies in decisions concerning | RP environmental response activities. The
TRC currently neets quarterly to discuss plans and results of the RI/FS activities. |In Decenber 1990

Pl attsburgh AFB rel eased a community relations plan outlining a programto address comunity concerns and
keep citizens informed about and involved in activities during renmedial activities.

On August 4, 1992, Pl attsburgh AFB nade the LF-022 Adninistrative Record available for public review at
Pl attsburgh AFB in Plattsburgh, New York. Plattsburgh AFB published a notice and brief analysis of the
Proposed Plan in the Press-Republican and nmade the Proposed Plan available to the public at Pl attsburgh
Public Library.

On August 4, 1992, Pl attsburgh AFB held a public informational neeting to discuss the results of the Rl and
the clean-up alternatives in the FS, present the Proposed Plan, and answer questions fromthe public.

Imredi ately following the informati on neeting, Plattsburgh AFB held a public hearing to discuss the Proposed
Plan and to solicit and accept any oral comments. From August 4, 1992 to Septenber 3, 1992, Pl attsburgh AFB
hel d a 30-day public comrent period to accept public comment on the alternatives presented in the FS and the
Proposed Pl an and on any other docunents previously released to the public. A transcript of the public
hearing, the witten comrents received during the public comrent period, and Pl attsburgh AFB s response to
comrents are included in Appendices C and D.

SECTI ON 4
4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T OR RESPONSE ACTI ON

Due to the nature of its prinmary nission, Plattsburgh AFB is engaged in a wide variety of operations. A
nunber of operations require the use, handling, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials. The IRP

addr esses past instances when these materials came into contact with the environment through accidenta
spills, leaks in supply piping, landfill operations, burning of waste liquids during fire training exercises,
and the cunul ative effect of operations conducted at the base's flightline and industrial area. These are
the activities and circunstances through which contam nants of concern came into contact with site-rel ated
soil, sedinment, surface water and/or groundwater. The suspected sources of contam nation at Plattsburgh AFB
sites are solvents, fuels, pesticides, and polychlorinated bi phenyls (PCBs). Currently, there are
thirty-nine IRP sites at Plattsburgh AFB

The sel ected remedy for the LF-022 source control operable unit will neet the renedial response objective
identified for this site: Mnimze potential current and future ecol ogi cal risks associated with exposure to
pesticides in surface soil. The renedy will achieve the response objective by: (1) clearing and grubbing the
site; (2) managing surface water runoff to mnimze erosion of the final cover and m ni nm ze nai nt enance
requirenents; (3) establishing a cover thickness; (4) establishing vegetation to minimze erosion of the
final cover and enhance evapotranspiration; (5) devel oping a post-closure plan to nonitor, maintain, and
inspect the site; (6) nonitoring groundwater; and (7) conducting five-year site reviews.

G oundwat er contam nants were not found in levels that warrant remedi al action. However, the groundwater wl |l
be nmonitored as part of the landfill closure plan

SECTION 5

5.0 SUWARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Subsection 1.4 of the Landfill LF-022 FS report contains an overview of the RI. Concentrations and
frequenci es of detection of site contaninants in the various nmedia at LF-022 are presented in Table 1

Figure 4 diagranms potential mgration pathways and receptors. R activities included a topographic survey,
geophysi cal surveys, and groundwater and soil sampling. The significant findings of the Rl are summarized in



the follow ng subsections. Subsection 5.1 describes soil and waste characteristics; Subsection 5.2 discusses
results of groundwater sanpling. A conplete discussion of site characteristics can be found in the R report
on pages 3-15 through 3-54 (ABB-ES, 1992a).

5.1 WASTEZSOL
Geophysi cal survey techniques were used to investigate the depth and areal extent of the landfill. Sei snic

refraction and terrain conductivity surveys did not provide useful information; a nagnetoneter survey
conducted during the SI, site wal kovers, and a revi ew of aerial photographs provided the infornation

necessary to delineate the areal extent of the landfill. The landfill area is estimated to be 566, 000 square
feet. Information fromthe Prelimnary Assessnent indicated that wastes could have been buried as deep as 25
feet bgs in some areas. A profile of the depth of the landfill, however, could not be discerned by the
seismc refraction survey. The volume of material at the landfill is also difficult to estimate because of

t he nonuni f orm manner in which wastes were di sposed. Therefore, based on a maxi num depth of 25feet and the
areal extent of the landfill, the maxi numvolune of fill material in LF-022 is estimated to be 524, 000 cubic
yar ds.

A passive soil gas survey was conducted for LF-022 to identify areas of potential contam nation and hel p
identify the |ocations of future explorations. Areas of high flux values for some conpounds were detected
primarily along the access road. However, results from subsequent surface soil and groundwater sanpling do
not suggest the presence of contam nant "hot spots."

The site was divided into quadrants for surface soil sanpling. Conposite surface soil sanples were collected
fromeach quadrant and anal yzed for semivol atile organi ¢ conpounds (SVOCs), pesticides, polychlorinated

bi phenyl's, and inorganics. Discrete surface soil sanples were collected fromfour |ocations and anal yzed for
vol atile

organi ¢ conpounds (VQCs). The VOC sanple | ocations were sel ected based on soil gas survey results. No VOCs
or SVOCs were detected above background detection limts in LF-022 surface soil sanples. The man-nade
organochl ori ne pestici de dichl orodi phenyl trichl oroethane (DDT) and associ at ed anal ogs

di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hane (DDD) and di chl or odi phenyl di chl oroet hene (DDE) were identified as site surface
soil contam nants. No inorganic analytes were detected in surface soils at concentrati ons above background.

Test pits were dug during the SI to evaluate the nature of contam nation in subsurface soil and buried waste.
Mat eri al uncovered during test pitting indicates that nost of the wastes di sposed of at this site were
househol d trash that was burned prior to burial under at least 1 foot of sandy fill. No organic contam nants
were identified in subsurface soil. Lead was detected at concentrations above background in soil collected
fromjust below the waste; lead is considered a site contam nant.

5.2 GROUNDWATER

G oundwater nmonitoring wells were installed at LF-022 to collect groundwater sanples and to neasure
groundwat er el evations. Two inorganic anal ytes, iron and nanganese, were detected in groundwater at
concentrations exceeding New York State groundwater quality standards. No organi c conpounds were identified
as site contaninants.

SECTION 6
6.0 SUWARY CF SITE R SKS

A baseline risk assessment was conducted for LF-022 to eval uate whether site contam nants pose a risk to
human and/ or ecol ogi cal receptors. This section summarizes the human health and ecol ogi cal risk assessnments
for the site. A though the baseline risk assessnent is presented in the R report, it is sumarized here to
provide the rationale for selecting contaninants of concern and devel opi ng remedi al action strategies. |In
addi tion, any assunptions used to describe the distribution and/or fate of contam nants in the environnent
have been identified to the extent possible.



The risk assessnment was conducted in accordance wi th USEPA and NYSDEC gui dance. The human heal th ri sk
assessnent was conducted in accordance with USEPA's R sk Assessnent Quidance for Superfund, Volune 1: Human
Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part A) (USEPA, 1989b). Quidance followed in conducting the ecol ogical risk
assessnent included the R sk Assessnent Cuidance for Superfund: Environnental Eval uation Manual (USEPA
1989a) and the Habitat-Based Assessnent Qui dance Document for Conducting Environmental R sk Assessments at
Hazardous Waste Sites (NYSDEC, 1989).

6.1 APPROACH OF THE BASELI NE Rl SK ASSESSMENT

The baseline risk assessment for LF-022 consisted of three conponents: (1) data evaluation, (2) human health
ri sk assessnent, and (3) habitat-based environnental risk assessnent (ERA). The purpose of the Data

Eval uation was to identify the environmental data suitable for use in the risk assessnment based on results of
the RI. The purpose of the baseline human health risk assessnent was to eval uate whet her contam nation at
the landfill poses risks to human health in the absence of any remedial action. The baseline human health

ri sk assessment was conposed of the follow ng conponents:

1 exposure assessnent
I toxicity assessnent
1 risk characterization

Col |l ectively, these conponents describe (1) human popul ations that might come in contact with contaminants at
the site and the pathways by which they could be exposed; (2) site contam nants that pose a potential risk to
public health and the potential toxic effects and toxic potency of contam nants; and (3) potential risks
associ ated with contam nant exposure.

The purpose of the habitat-based ERA for LF-022 was to define potential ecological effects resulting from
exposure to chenmicals in environmental nedia at the site. The ERA contained the follow ng el enents:

1 ecol ogi cal exposure assessnent
1 hazard identification
1 ecological risk characterization

The foll owi ng subsections sumrarize the approach used and principal assunptions and concl usions of the LF-022
basel i ne risk assessnment. The data eval uation, human health, and ecol ogi cal conmponents of the baseline risk
assessnent are discussed separately.

6.2 LF-022 DATA EVALUATI ON

Cont ami nants associated with LF-022 were detected in groundwater, surface soil, and subsurface soil/waste
material during the RI. No surface wateris associated with this site. Site contamnants were initially
identified in the Rl based on conparisons with New York State or federal standards or background |evels
These contaninants were further evaluated for their potential effects on human health and the environment.
Based on this anal ysis, contam nants of potential concern were chosen for the baseline risk assessment.

The only organic contam nants detected in groundwater were bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate (BEHP) and 2- but anone,
both of which were attributed to | aboratory contam nation. The only el enents considered to be site-rel ated
in groundwater were iron and nanganese. Neither of these inorganic conpounds are highly toxic to hunans.
However, these two el enents were detected above New York State groundwater quality standards (i.e., 300
mcrograms per liter [ug/L] for each element or 500 ug/L for both el ements). Therefore, iron and manganese
represent contaninants of potential concern

N ne inorgani c contam nants were detected in subsurface soil/waste material at concentrations above the
expected range for soils in the Plattsburgh AFB area: alum num cadm um copper, iron, |ead, nanganese



silver, sodium and zinc. O these, only cadm um copper, |ead, nanganese and silver are of toxicologica
concern to hunmans or ecol ogical receptors. A umnum iron, sodium and zinc were not detected at
concentrations that are of toxicol ogical concern; therefore, they do not warrant further consideration. The
only organi ¢ conpound detected in subsurface soils/waste was BEHP, a probabl e human carcinogen. This
compound was detected once in association with a sanple of white ash believed to be incinerator ash. |Its
presence is likely the result of |eaching fromwaste naterials and it is considered to be a site-related
contaminant. Therefore, cadm um copper, |ead, manganese, silver, zinc, and BEHP represent contam nants of
potential concern in LF-022 subsurface soils/waste.

The only organic contanminants detected in surface soils at LF-022 above anal ytical quantitation limts were
DDD, DDE, and DDT. VOCs and SVOCs were not detected. The concentrations of inorganic conpounds were wthin
typi cal background ranges, and therefore were not considered site-related. Because DDD, DDE, and DDT were the
only contam nants detected in surface soils, these three conpounds represent the only contaninants of
potential concern for surface soils at the LF-022 site

6.3 LF-022 HUVAN HEALTH Rl SK ASSESSMENT

The LF-022 site was evaluated to identify the populations that could cone in contact with site-rel ated
contaminants and the pat hways through whi ch exposure could occur. There are three potential sources of
exposure associated with the LF-022 site: groundwater, subsurface soil/waste materials, and surface soil
However, based on current site uses, surface soil is the only media to which individuals could be exposed

G oundwater is not used as a drinking water source downgradi ent of the site; however, USEPA gui dance suggests
that reasonabl e future-use exposure scenarios should be incorporated into the human health risk assessment.
Therefore, future exposure to groundwater contam nants was evaluated in the risk assessment. Exposure to
subsurface soil/waste materials was not eval uated because construction/excavation at this site is not
currently planned or proposed

As a result of the exposure assessnent, the followi ng four exposure scenarios were identified as being
possi bl e at LF-022 under current and future site conditions:

Current Site Conditions

1. Incidental Ingestion of and Direct Contact with Surface Soil by a Child Trespasser
Future Site Conditions

1. Ingestion of and Direct Contact with Goundwater by a Future Resident.

2. Incidental Ingestion of and Direct Contact with Surface Soil by a Future Resident.
3. Inhalation of Vapors and Fugitive Dusts by a Future Resident.

Potential intake of contami nants as a result of these exposure pathways was cal cul ated using a series of
standard equations identified in USEPA risk assessnent gui dance. Estinates of the intake of surface soil
contami nants were cal cul ated using two surface soil data sets: (1) the sitew de average soil concentrations
fromfour conposite sanples collected fromthe four quadrants of the site; and (2) the concentrations from
the nost contam nated quadrant of the landfill. The former provides an estimate of intake if exposure were
to occur across the entire landfill, while the latter provides an estinmate of intake if exposure were to
occur in one quadrant.

A toxicity assessment was conducted to identify the relevant oral and inhalation toxicity values for

car ci nogeni ¢ and noncar ci nogeni c effects of the LF-022 contam nants of potential concern. These val ues were
identified fromeither the USEPA's Integrated Ri sk Informati on System dat abase or USEPA' s Health Effects
Assessment Summary Tables. Wien val ues could not be identified fromeither of these two sources, surrogate
val ues were identified based on simlarities in toxicity and/or chem cal structure of the compounds.

Ri sk characterization involves the qualitative or quantitative evaluation of potential health risks



associ ated with exposure to chemcals in the environment. For LF-022, quantitative estinmates of both
car ci nogeni ¢ and noncar ci nogeni ¢ risks were cal cul ated for each contani nant of potential concern identified
in the toxicity assessment and each conpl ete exposure scenario identified in the exposure assessnent.

To evaluate the significance of risk estinates, a conparison was nmade with established target risk |evels.
USEPA has established target risk levels for the evaluation of both carcinogenic and noncarci nogenic risks at
hazardous waste sites. USEPA' s guidelines state that the total incremental carcinogenic risk for an
individual resulting fromexposure at a hazardous waste site should be below or within a range of 10[-6] to
10[-4] (USEPA, 1989b). Cancer risks below 10[-6] are consi dered acceptable; risks above 10[-4] are

consi dered unacceptable. The target risk level for noncarcinogenic effects is a Hazard Index (H') of bel ow
or equal to 1.0 (USEPA, 1989b).

The total site risk estimates calcul ated for the one exposure scenario under current site conditions are
bel ow the USEPA target risk levels (Table 2). The estinmated total current site cancer risks for the child
trespassing on the site, using the two sets of surface soil data, are bel ow the USEPA target cancer risk
range and therefore are not considered significant. Total site cancer risks range between 2x10[-8] and
7x10[-8]. The two sets of total site H's of 0.001 and 0.004 are al so bel ow the USEPA target H of 1.0

Under future site conditions, a nearby resident was selected as the receptor at greatest potential risk

This individual was assuned to be exposed to surface soil, groundwater, and fugitive em ssions while residing
near the landfill, both as a child and as an adult. The estimated total site cancer risks for this receptor,
cal cul ated by conbining all pathway-specific risks, were between 6x10[-6] and 1x10[-5]. Both estimates are
bel ow or within the USEPA target risk range (Table 3).

The total site Hi's for this hypothetical receptor were 1.0 and 2.0 for the child using the sitew de average
soil concentrations and the soil concentrations fromthe nmore contam nated northwest quadrant, respectively,
and 0.3 for the adult using either data set. Only the latter H for the child, which incorporates the
surface soil pathway using maxi mum concentrations, is above the USEPA target of 1.0. Mbst of the el evated
index for a child receptor is associated with ingestion of manganese in groundwat er

6.4 LF-022 HABI TAT- BASED ENVI RONMENTAL RI SK ASSESSMENT

The fol |l owi ng paragraphs sunmari ze the three conponents of the habitat-based environnental risk assessnent
for LF-022.

An ecol ogi cal exposure assessnent was conducted to evaluate the potential for exposure of ecol ogica
receptors to the site-related chemcals at LF-022. This involved identification of actual or potentia
exposure routes to receptors and eval uati on of the magnitude of exposure. Exposure concentrations were
devel oped for each receptor via each pathway.

Terrestrial organi sms may be exposed to chemicals in surface soils through several exposure pathways. No
exposure pathways exi st for groundwater or subsurface soil at the site because terrestrial organi sns are not
expected to cone in contract with subsurface (i.e., below an approxinmate 2-foot depth) nedia and no prey of
these species exist in subsurface areas. Additionally, because there are no aquatic habitats at the site
there are no exposure pat hways for aquatic organi sms.

Exposure to constituents in surface soil may occur via direct contact with and ingestion of surface soils,
and ingestion of biota that have bi oaccunul ated chemcals in their tissues. Because of the |ack of
speci esspeci fic data concerni ng uptake of chemicals via dernal contact and the inherent variability in uptake
rates anong species, the dermal contact exposure pathway was not evaluated. Five indicator species were
sel ected to represent exposures to terrestrial organisns via ingestion of food and soil

I Wite-footed nouse (Peronyscus |eucopus), small nmanmal, ommivore

I Wod thrush (Hyl ocichla nustelina), snall bird, omivore

I Garter snake (Thammophis s. sirtalis), herptile,carnivore



1 Red fox (\Wul pes), predatory namal, omivore
1 Red-tail ed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), predatory bird, carnivore

These speci es were sel ected because they are representative of exposures to the range of mammal s, birds, and
her pet of auna (reptiles and anphi bi ans) that may occur at the site. They are relatively comon species in the
vicinity of Plattsburgh AFB and were sel ected based on the types of habitat at the site and feeding
preferences. These species are used to represent small manmmals, small birds, herpetofauna, predatory
manmmal s, and predatory birds.

In the Hazard ldentification, the toxicity of each site-related chem cal was described. Infornation
necessary to evaluate the potential effects to receptors consisted of published |aboratory-derived

t oxi col ogi cal data and threshold toxicity val ues devel oped using extrapol ati on techni ques. Based on these
data, Reference Toxicity Values (RTVs) were devel oped for terrestrial organisms that represent a toxic
threshol d concentration in soil or food

Toxicity data for terrestrial receptors consist of acute and chronic ingestion studies. Fromthe

t oxi col ogi cal data set, the | owest acute or chronic value for each type of receptor (e.g., small mammal s and
smal | birds) was selected as the acute or chronic RTV, respectively. However, because of their structura
simlarity, the same RTVs were used for DDD, DDE, and DDT for a given indicator species

The risks to terrestrial receptors potentially exposed to DDD, DDE, and DDT in surface soil at LF-022 were
identified. R sks to terrestrial biota were evaluated by conparing the acute and chronic Potential Dietary
Exposures (PDEs) for each indicator species with the acute and chronic RTVs, respectively. By dividing the
PDE by the appropriate RTV, an H was calculated. The H's for individual chemcals were then summed to yield
atotal H for thereceptor. A technique developed for the ecol ogi cal eval uation of pesticides (USEPA, 1986)
was adopted to evaluate the significance of the calculated H risk estinmates:

H <0.1 No Adverse Effects
0.1 <=H < 10 Possi bl e Adverse Effects
H >= 10 Probabl e Adverse Effects

Thi s ranking schene reflects effects on individual organisnms, and does not provide an indication of potential
popul ation-1evel effects. Because the nunber of affected individuals presumably increases with increasing H
val ues, the likelihood that popul ation-level effects are occurring is expected to increase as the H

i ncreases.

Appl i cation of this ranking scheme indicates that chronic effects to small manmals, snall birds, and

her pet of auna are possible in the northwest and sout heast quadrants, as well as fromsitew de exposure (Table
4). Because the summary H's for the northwest and sout heast quadrants and the entire site are on the | ower
end of the 0.1 to 10 range, effects are expected to be limted to a fewindividuals, with effects on

popul ations unlikely. No effects are predicted for the southwest and northeast quadrants, and no effects are
predicted for predatory birds or nammal s exposed to chemicals in any quadrant. Acute effects are possible for
all nodel ed receptors in the northwest quadrant, and for small mammals, snmall birds, and predatory manmals in
the southeast quadrant. DDDis the greatest contributor to total chronic risks in the northwest quadrant and
fromsitewi de exposure, while DDT is the greatest contributor to risks in the southeast quadrant. Effects are
expected to be limted to a few individuals, with no popul ation |evel effects expected

6.5 CONCLUSI ONS OF THE BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT

For the human health baseline risk assessment, all estimated total site risks for the one current and three
future exposure scenarios were at or bel ow USEPA target risks with one exception: the H for a child
receptor assuned to be sinultaneously exposed to surface soil, groundwater, and fugitive enissions was above
the USEPA target of 1.0. This elevated H is nostly associated with ingestion of manganese in groundwater.
This el evated H does not indicate a significant risk and human health is expected to be protected under
current and future site conditions at LF-022.



Adverse ecol ogi cal effects associated with surface soil exposure are not expected in the southwest and
northeast quadrants of the site. Acute effects predicted for the northwest and southeast quadrants are
expected to be limted to individuals and not popul ations at the site. Therefore, there are current and
future ecol ogical risks associated with exposure to chenmicals in LF-022 surface soils

SECTION 7
7.0 DEVELOPMENT AND SCREEN NG OF ALTERNATI VES

Five alternatives were devel oped and screened in the FS. Three of these alternatives were retained for
detail ed analysis. The follow ng subsections describe the response objectives and the devel opnent and
screeni ng of alternatives.

7.1 STATUTORY REQUI REMENTS/ RESPONSE OBJECTI VES

Under its legal authorities, Plattsburgh AFB's primary responsibility at this NPL site is to undertake
remedi al actions that are protective of human health and the environnment. Section 121 of CERCLA establishes
several other statutory requirenents and preferences, including: a requirenent that the renedial action
when conpl ete, must conply with all federal and nore stringent state environmental standards, requirenents,
criteria or linitations, unless a waiver is invoked; a requirenent that the selected renedial action is
cost-effective and uses permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery

t echnol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable; and a preference for renedies that include treatnment that
permanently and significantly reduces the nobility, toxicity or volume of hazardous substances is a principal
el ement over renedi es not involving such treatnent. Response alternatives were devel oped to be consistent
with these congressional nandates.

Based on types of contam nants, environmental nedia of concern, and potential exposure pathways, a renedia
action objective was developed to aid in the devel opment and screening of alternatives

1 M nim ze potential current and future ecol ogical risks associated with exposure to pesticides in
surface soil.

7.2 TECHNOLOGY AND ALTERNATI VE DEVELOPMENT AND SCREEN NG

CERCLA and the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) set forth the process

by which renedial actions are evaluated and selected. |n accordance with these requirenments, a range of
alternatives was devel oped for the site. Wth respect to source control, the RI/FS devel oped a limted
nunber of remedial alternatives appropriate for large landfill sites, focusing on attaining response

obj ectives for source control and nitigating risks associated with surface soils. A no action alternative
was al so devel oped.

As discussed in Subsection 4.1 of the LF-022 FS, the RI/FS identified, assessed, and screened technol ogi es
based on the approach outlined in the NCP and USEPA's Streamining the RI/FS for CERCLA Minicipal Landfill
Sites (USEPA, 1990). Subsection 4.2 of the FS presented the renedi al alternatives devel oped by conbining the
technol ogi es retained in the screening process in the categories identified in Section 300.430(e)(3) of the
NCP. Technol ogi es were conbined into source control alternatives ranging froman alternative that elininates
the need for |ong-term nmanagerment by renoving or destroying contam nants to the naxi mum extent feasible, to
alternatives that provide no treatnent but do protect human health and the environnent. Section 5.0 of the
FS presented the initial screening of LF-022 alternatives. The purpose of the initial screening was to
narrow t he nunber of potential renedial actions for further detailed analysis while preserving a range of
options. Each alternative was eval uated and screened based on its effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost.

In sunmary, of the five renedial alternatives screened in Section 5.0 of the FS, three were retained for
detailed analysis. Table 5 identifies the alternatives that were retai ned through the screening process, as
well as those elimnated fromfurther consideration

SECTI ON 8



8.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

This section provides a narrative summary of each alternative evaluated. A detailed description of each
alternative can be found in Section 6.0 of the FS report. The source control alternatives anal yzed for
LF-022 include No Action (Alternative 1), Site Gading and Vegetation Establishment for Cosure (Alternative
2), and Installation of a Low Perneability Barrier Cover System (Alternative 3).

8.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative provides a baseline against which the other alternatives can be conpared, and al so
assesses the effects on human health and the environment if no renedial actions are taken. The No Action
Alternative includes a programto nonitor the status of groundwater and surface water quality, with five-year
reviews to eval uate how human heal th and the environnent are protected. This nonitoring programwoul d neet
the rel evant and appropriate requirements of Part 360 of the New York State Solid Waste Management Facility
Rul es for closure and post-closure of solid waste landfills (hereinafter referred to as Part 360)
requirenents for long-termnonitoring. The No Action Alternative would not nmeet the renedial response

obj ecti ve.

Estimated Time for Construction: immediate

Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years

Esti mated Capital Cost: $0

Esti mated Operation and Mai ntenance (0% Costs (30 years, net present worth): $676, 000

Esti mated Total Costs (30 years, net present worth): $676, 000

8.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: SITE GRADI NG AND VEGETATI ON ESTABLI SHVENT FOR CLOSURE

Alternative 2 consists of a 12-inch soil cover (i.e., no low pernmeability |layer) to support grass growh and
reduce precipitation infiltrating to buried wastes. The alternative includes:

1. dearing and grubbing of the landfill site

2. Surface water runoff managenment to ninimze erosion of the cover and m nim ze maintenance requirenents
3. Cover thickness establishment

4. \egetation establishnent to nminimze erosion of the final cover and enhance evapotranspiration

5. Post-closure plan devel opnent to nonitor, maintain, and inspect the site

6. G oundwater nonitoring

7. Five-year site reviews

Exi sting vegetati on such as trees and brush would be cut, chipped, and renoved fromthe site. The cleared
site would be suitably regraded to control rainwater runoff and mnimze erosion. Because the existing
organic soil layer is thin or nonexistent over nost of the landfill, additional soil is needed. Six inches of
conpact ed common borrow covered by 6 inches of topsoil would be laid down to support grass growth, which,

t hrough evapotranspiration, woul d reduce the anount of precipitation reaching the buried waste
Consequently, the potential for contaminants to migrate fromburied waste woul d be reduced.

A post-cl osure plan woul d be devel oped specifying the inspection, nonitoring, and mai nt enance prograns for

the closed landfill, to be continued for at |east 30 years. Post-closure activities would be reviewed every
five years as required by the NCP when contam nants remain on site. This alternative would neet the response



obj ecti ve.

Estimated Time for Construction: 4 nonths

Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years

Esti mated Capital Cost: $1, 248, 000

Estimated &M Costs (30 years, net present worth): $866, 000

Estimated Total Costs (30 years, net present worth): $2,114, 000

8.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: | NSTALLATI ON OF A LOW PERVEABI LI TY BARRI ER COVER SYSTEM

Alternative 3 consists of a | owperneability cover systemto achi eve the response objective identified in
Section 7.0. The alternative includes

1. dJdearing and grubbing of the site
2. Surface water runoff managenment to ninimze erosion of the cover and m nim ze maintenance requirenents
3. Installation of a gas detection and nmanagenent system

4, Construction of a hydraulic barrier |ayer consisting of reconpacted | ow perneability soil or a synthetic
I'i ner

5. Placenent of a barrier protection layer of soil over the |owperneability |ayer

6. Installation of a topsoil cover |ayer

7. \Vegetation establishnent to minimze erosion of the final cover and enhance evapotranspiration
8. Post-closure plan devel opnent to nonitor, maintain, and inspect the site

9. G oundwater nonitoring

10. Five-year site reviews

These conponents are identical to those of Alternative 2 except for conponents 3, 4, and 5. Under this
alternative, a gas detection systemwould be installed to nonitor gas migration beyond the boundaries of the

closed landfill. The barrier |layer, placed above the gas-venting | ayer, would be formed of |ow perneability
soil (i.e., a reconpacted, fine-grained soil such as clay that is difficult to penetrate) or a synthetic
liner to keep rainwater or snowrelt frominfiltrating the landfill. Over this, a 3.5-foot barrier protection

layer would be installed to protect the barrier layer fromfrost action or root penetration. The additiona
soil over the barrier layer will provide an area for small plants to root. However, |arge plants requiring
deeper soil for their root systems will not be allowed to grow over the barrier cover in order to prevent
root penetration into the synthetic liner. This alternative would reduce the exposure to pesticide

contami nants in surface soils at LF-022

Estimated Tine for Construction: 5 nonths

Estinmated Time of Operation: 30 years

Esti mated Capital Cost: $4, 196, 000

Estimated &M Costs (30 years, net present worth): $866, 000



Estimated Total Costs (30 years, net present worth): $5,062, 000
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9.0 SUWARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Section 121(b) (1) of CERCLA presents several factors that, at a mninmum Plattsburgh AFB is required to
consider in its assessment of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory nandates, the NCP
articulates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the individual renedial alternatives.

A detail ed analysis was performed on the alternatives using the nine evaluation criteria to select a site
remedy. The following is a summary of the conparison of each alternative's strengths and weaknesses with
respect to the nine evaluation criteria. These criteria and their definitions are as foll ows:

9.1 THRESHOLD CRI TERI A

The two threshold criteria described bel ow nust be net for the alternatives to be eligible for selection in
accordance with the NCP:

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a renedy provides
adequat e protection and describes how risks posed through each pathway are elim nated, reduced or
controll ed through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) addresses whether or not a
remedy will neet all of the ARARs of other federal and state environnmental |aws and/or provide grounds
for invoking a waiver.

9.2 PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A

The following five criteria are utilized to conpare and evaluate the elenents of one alternative to another
that nmeet the threshold criteria:

Long-term effecti veness and pernanence assesses alternatives for the long-termeffectiveness and
permanence they afford, along with the degree of certainty that they will prove successful.

Reduction of nobility, toxicity, or volume through treatnent addresses the degree to which
alternatives enploy recycling or treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume, including how
treatnment is used to address the principal threats posed by the site.

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protecti on and any adverse
i npacts on hunman health and the environnent.

I npl enentability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
availability of naterials and services needed to inplenent a particular option.

Cost addresses the estinated capital and O&M costs on a present-worth basis.
9.3 MDD FYING CRI TERI A

The nodifying criteria are used on the final evaluation of renedial alternatives after Plattsburgh AFB has
recei ved public comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Pl an.

I State acceptance addresses the state's position and key concerns related to the preferred alternative
and other alternatives, including the state's comrents on ARARS or the proposed use of waivers.

1 Community acceptance addresses the public's general response to the alternatives described in the
R/ FS and Proposed Pl an.



A detail ed tabul ar assessnment of each alternative according to the nine criteria can be found in Tables 6-4,
6-7, and 6-9 of the FS report. Follow ng the detail ed analysis of each individual alternative, a conparative
anal ysis, focusing on the relative perfornmance of each alternative against the nine criteria, was conducted.
This conparative anal ysis can be found in Table 7-1 of the FS report (ABB-ES, 1992b).

9.4 COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES SUMVARY

The subsection bel ow presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative summary of the alternatives and their
strengt hs and weaknesses according to the detailed and conparative anal yses.

9.4.1 Overall Protection of Hunan Health and t he Environnment

Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, would not include any neasures to protect human health or the
environnent. Alternatives 2 and 3 would both mnimze the potential human health and ecol ogi cal risks
associated with surface soil exposures. Aternatives 2 and 3 would both reduce precipitation infiltrating to
the landfilled wastes and subsequently reduce the potential for contaminants to mgrate fromwaste naterial.
The |l owperneability barrier |ayer associated with the Alternative 3 cover systemwoul d reduce the
precipitation infiltration and the potential for contam nant migration fromwaste material to a greater
degree than the Alternative 2 cover system

9.4.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents

Al of the alternatives conply with provisions of the Clean Air Act, New York Anbient Air Quality Standards,
and Cccupational Safety and Health Administration regul ations.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would conply with the surface water runoff managenent, topsoil thickness, post-closure
care, and groundwater nonitoring relevant and appropriate requirenents of the New York Regul ations for solid
waste landfills (6 NYCRR Part 360). Alternative 3 would also neet the rel evant and appropriate requirenents
of Part 360 for a gas-venting |layer, a |lowperneability barrier layer, and a barrier protection |ayer.
Alternative 1 would not nmeet the Part 360 requirenents.

9.4.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Per manence

Alternative 1 would provide the | east |ong-termprotecti on because no renedi al measures woul d be inpl enent ed
to reduce, elimnate, or control access to contami nated nmedia. Sorme animals would remain at risk from

exposure to pesticides at LF-022 surface soil. Aternative 2 provides |ongrange protection of human heal th
and effectively reduces ecol ogi cal risks by covering contam nated surface soil with a 12-inch soil barrier
and seeding the new topsoil. The cover would al so reduce the anount of precipitation reaching the |landfilled

wastes. The post-closure nmonitoring programwould maintain the cover system Alternative 3 provides the
greatest long-termeffectiveness because the cover systemis the | east perneable and it reduces the anount of
water infiltrating to landfilled wastes. The post-closure nonitoring programwould al so mai ntain the cover
system

9.4.4 Reduction of Mbility, Toxicity, or Volume of Contam nants through Treat nent

Reduction of Mbility, Toxicity, or Volume of Contam nants through Treatnment are three principal neasures of
the overall performance of an alternative. This criterion essentially does not apply to the source control
alternatives evaluated for LF-022, because treatnent would not be enployed as a principal elenent. Treatnent
is a statutory preference under CERCLA; however, cover systens are often nore appropriate for landfill sites
such as LF022.

9.4.5 Short-term Effectiveness
No short-terminpacts are anticipated for Alternative 1 because renedial actions would not be inplemented.

Because Alternatives 2 and 3 involve renoving existing vegetation and grading the |landfill surface, dust
cont ai ni ng pesticides could be generated and inhal ed by on-site workers. Dust suppression neasures and



wor ker protective equipment would mninmze this. Aternatives 2 and 3 would result in simlar direct
short-terminpacts to potential ecological receptors fromclearing and grubbing activities.

9.4.6 Inplenentability

Alternative 1 would be readily inplementabl e because no renedi al actions would be conducted. The
inplenentability of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be sinmilar; however, a suitable borrow source for the

| ow perneability hydraulic barrier material nust be identified before inplenmentation of Alternative 3, unless
a synthetic liner is used.

9.4.7 Cost

Alternative 1 would be the | east expensive because it would involve no renmedial actions. Alternative 3 would
be the nost costly of the two cover systemalternatives; however, the increased cost is associated primarily
with the hydraulic barrier cover materials.

9.4.8 State Acceptance

The State Acceptance criterion has been addressed by incorporating cooments received from NYSDEC, on behal f
of the state, into the Proposed Plan. The state has had the opportunity to review and coment on al
docunent s produced for LF-022

9.4.9 Community Acceptance

Pl att sburgh AFB has not received public comrent on the LF-022 Proposed Plan. |f the public had commented on
the Proposed Plan, the comments woul d have been addressed in the Responsiveness Summary attached as an
appendi x to this ROD.

SECTION 10
10.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

Pl att sburgh AFB has chosen Alternative 2 as the selected alternative to address source control for LF-022
Source renedi ation at LF-022 will be consistent with future groundwater renedies and will nitigate rel eases
of hazardous substances fromthe forner landfill to groundwater

10.1 CLEAN-UP LEVELS

Cl ean-up | evel s have not been established for the surface soil contam nants of concern identified in the
basel i ne ri sk assessnment that were found to pose an unacceptable risk to either human health or the
environnent. Chem cal-specific ARARs are not available for contamnants in soil. 1In the absence of a
chem cal specific ARAR, or other suitable criteria to be considered, a 10[6] excess cancer risk |level for
carci nogeni ¢ effects or a concentration corresponding to an H of 1.0 for conpounds with noncarci nogenic

effects is typically used to set clean-up levels. |In this case, risk-based target clean-up | evels were not
devel oped because di screte source areas (i.e., hot spots) were not found. Renedial alternatives devel oped for
LF-022 included contai nment options to address the entire landfill area and treatment options to address al

landfilled soil and waste. These alternatives were devel oped to address nmitigation of surface soil risks

Peri odi c assessnments of the protection afforded by renedial actions will be nade as the renedy is being
inpl enented and at the conpletion of the renedial action. If the source control renedial action is not found
to be protective, further action shall be required.

10.2 DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL COVPONENTS
Alternative 2, Site Gading and Vegetation Establishment for Cosure, consists primarily of placing 12 inches

of soil over the landfill and planting it with grass to achieve the response objective identified in Section
7.0 of this docurent.



Exi sting vegetati on such as trees and brush woul d be cl eared, grubbed, and renoved fromthe site. The
cleared site would be regraded to control rainwater runoff and mnimze erosion.

Si x i nches of conpacted common borrow covered by 6 inches of topsoil would be laid down to support grass
growt h, which, through enhanced evapotranspiration, wll reduce the amount of precipitation reaching the
buried waste. Consequently, the potential for contaminants to nigrate fromburied waste will be reduced.
Additional fill for design subgrade el evations would consist of common borrow or regraded site soils.
Figures 5 through 7 illustrate the proposed final grading schematic, proposed cover system crosssection, and
t he proposed cover system conponents for Alternative 2.

A post-closure plan will be devel oped specifying the inspection, nonitoring, and mai ntenance prograns for the
closed landfill to be continued for 30 years. These post-closure activities will be subject to five-year site
reviews as required by the NCP when contaminants remain at a site. |In addition, institutional controls for
this site will be incorporated into the Plattsburgh AFB Conprehensive Plan. This will ensure that future
owners will be nade aware of the landfill |ocation and are inforned that the integrity of the final cover or
any ot her conponent of the containnent or nonitoring systemnust not be conpron sed.

SECTION 11
11.0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplenentation at LF-022 is consistent with CERCLA and, to the extent
practicable, the NCP. The selected remedy is protective of hunman health and the environment, attains ARARs,
and is cost-effective. The selected renedy uses pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies
or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable for this site. However, it (as well as
the other alternatives eval uated) does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent which permanently
and significantly reduces the nobility, toxicity or volume of hazardous substances as a principal elenent.

11.1 THE SELECTED REMEDY | S PROTECTI VE OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THEENVI RONVENT

The remedy at LF-022 will permanently reduce the risks posed to human health and the environment by
elimnating, reducing, or controlling exposures to human and environmental receptors through engineering
controls (i.e., reduced perneability vegetation cover system. Mreover, the selected renedy will reduce
infiltration of precipitation into landfilled waste naterial and mnimze the potential for contam nant
mgration fromwaste materials. Finally, inplementation of the selected remedy will not pose unacceptable
short-termrisks or cross-nmedi a i npacts because the sel ected renedy includes elenents to nitigate potenti al
impacts (e.g., erosion control neasures, and mai ntenance and nonitoring prograns).

11.2 THE SELECTED REMEDY ATTAI NS ARARS

This remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and state requirenments that apply
to the site and selected renedy. Environnental |aws fromwhich ARARs for the sel ected source control
remedi al action are derived, and the specific ARARs, are |listed bel ow

Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents:

Locati on-specific:

No | ocation-specific ARARs apply to site LF-022.

Chemi cal - speci fic:

No federal or state chem cal -specific ARARs have been pronmul gated for contaminants in soil. However, the
foll owi ng chemi cal -specific ARARs and guidelines pertain to potential air em ssions resulting from

construction activities at the site:

I dean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50), applicable for particulate matter (e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in



air during clearing, grading, cover systemconstruction activities.

1 NYSDEC Anbient Air Quality Standards (6 NYCRR Part 257),applicable for particulate matter (e.g.
fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing, grading, and cover systemconstruction activities.

Action-specific

1 NYSDEC Sol i d Waste Managenent Facility Rules (6 NYCRR Part 360), applicable to solid waste landfills,
specifies closure and post-closure criteria.

I dean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50), applicable for particulate matter (e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in
air during clearing, grading, and cover systemconstruction activities

1 Cccupational Safety and Heal th Administration Regul ations (29 CFR Parts 1904, 1910, and 1916),
applicable for all work conducted on site

1 NYSDEC G oundwat er O assification and Water Quality Standards (6 NYCRR Parts 701 and 703), pronul gated
for iron and manganese, are exceeded in LF-022 groundwater. However, the results of the baseline risk
assessnent provide the rationale for not devel opi ng groundwat er response objectives (see Section 6.0).

1 New York State Department of Health Drinking Water Supplies (10 NYCRR Chapter 5, Subpart 5-1)
standards for iron and nmanganese are exceeded in LF-022 groundwater. However, the results of the
basel i ne ri sk assessnment provide the rationale for not devel opi ng renedi al response objectives (see
Section 6.0).

1 NYSDEC Di vi sion of Air Resources Regulations (6 NYCRR Parts 200-202, 257), applicable for particulate
matter (e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing, grading, and cover system construction
activities.

A nore detail ed discussion of why these requirenents are applicable or relevant and appropriate may be found
in the FS report on pages 3-1 through 3-8, and 4-7 through 4-10. Wthin these pages of the FS report, other
laws that are not applicable or relevant and appropriate to this site are discussed and the rationale for
their exclusion as ARARs is presented

Federal Nonregulatory Criteria:

In addition to the federal and state ARARs, federal non-promul gated advi sories or guidance nust be considered
when ARARs for specific contaminants are not available. The following policies, criteria, and guidance to be
considered in the baseline risk assessnent for LF-022 are USEPA Heal th Advi sories, USEPA reference doses
(RfDs), and USEPA Human Heal th Assessment G oup Cancer Slope Factors.

11.3 THE SELECTED REMEDI AL ACTI ON | S COST- EFFECTI VE

In Plattsburgh AFB s judgnent, the selected remedy is costeffective (i.e., the renedy affords overal

ef fectiveness proportional to its costs). In selecting this remedy, once Pl attsburgh AFB identified
alternatives that are protective of human health and the environnent and that attain ARARs, Plattsburgh AFB
eval uated the overall effectiveness of each alternative by assessing the relevant three criteria: long-term
ef fectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatment; and short-term
effectiveness, in conbination. The relationship of the overall effectiveness of this renedial alternative
was determined to be proportional to its costs. The costs of this renedial alternative are:

Estimated Capital Cost: $1,248, 000
Esti mated O&M Costs (30 years, net present worth): $866, 000

Estinmated Total Costs (30 years, net present worth): $2,114, 000



Alternative 2 is considered the nost cost-effective alternative because it provides the protection agai nst
contact with surface soil contamnation. Alternative 2 is simlar to Aliternative 3 in regard to short-term
impacts. None of the alternatives evaluated in detail include a treatnment conponent.

11.4 THE SELECTED REMEDY UTI LI ZES PERVANENT SCLUTI ONS AND ALTERNATI VE TREATMENT CR RESOURCE RECOVERY
TECHNOLOGE ES TO THE MAXI MUM EXTENT PRACTI CABLE

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with federal and state
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the source control renedial action
and is costeffective. The selected renedy uses pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies or
resource recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi numextent practicable for this site

The source control renedy was sel ected by deci ding which one of the identified alternatives provides the best
bal ance of trade-offs anong alternatives in ternms of: (1) long-termeffectiveness and pernanence; (2)
reduction of nmobility, toxicity, or volunme through treatment; (3) short-termeffectiveness; (4)
inplenentability; and (5) cost. The bal ancing test enphasi zed | ong-termeffecti veness and pernanence and the
reduction of toxicity, nobility and vol une through treatnent; and considered the preference for treatnent as
a principal elenent, the bias against off-site | and di sposal of untreated waste, and conmmunity and state
acceptance. The selected remedy provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the alternatives

The principal element of the selected renedy is source control. This elenent addresses the primary threat at
LF-022: environmental risks associated with surface soil contam nation. The selected remedy was chosen
primarily because it affords protection to human health and the environnent. The shorttermeffects of

inpl enenting the selected remedy are conparable to Alternative 3. None of the three source control
alternatives evaluated in the FS included a treatnent conponent to reduce nobility, toxicity, or volune.

The selected alternative conplies with state regul ati ons governing cl osure and post-closure of solid waste
landfills, and NYSDEC has had the opportunity to review and comment on all docurments produced for LF-022
State and public comrents received on the LF-022 FS and Proposed Plan to date have been incorporated into
this ROD.

11.5 THE SELECTED REMEDY DCES NOT SATI SFY THE PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT WH CH PERVANENTLY AND SI GNI FI CANTLY
REDUCES THE TOXICI TY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AS A PRI NCl PAL ELEMENT

Because treatnent of the principal threats at the site was not found to be practicable, this renedy does not
satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenment of the renedy. Treatnent technol ogies
were considered during the identification of remedial technol ogi es and the devel opnent and initial screening
of alternatives, but were considered to be infeasible for the LF-022 landfill site. The size of the |andfil
and the fact that there are no on-site hot spots that represent the major sources of contami nation preclude a
remedy in which contam nants coul d be excavated and treated effectively.

SECTI ON 12

12.0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF NO S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

Pl att sburgh AFB presented a Draft Final Source Control Proposed Plan for the preferred alternative for
remedi ati on of LF-022 in August 1992. The preferred alternative for source control included:

1. dearing and grubbing of the site

2. Surface water runoff nanagenent to mnimze erosion of the cover and mininm ze naintenance requirenents
3. Cover thickness establishment

4. \egetation establishnent to nminimze erosion of the final cover and enhance evapotranspiration

5. Post-closure plan devel opnment to nmonitor, maintain, and inspect the site



6. QGoundwater nonitoring

7. Five-year site reviews

The chosen renedi al action does not differ fromthe preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Pl an.
SECTI ON 13

13.0 REGULATORY RCLE

The EPA and NYSDEC has revi ewed the various alternatives and have indicated their support for the sel ected
remedy. The EPA and NYSDEC have al so reviewed the R, risk assessment and FS to determine if the selected
remedy is in conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and New York State environnental
laws and regul ations. The EPA and NYSDEC concur with the selected renmedy for LF-022. The EPA indicates its

concurrence wWith the LF-022 ROD by consigning the docunent with Plattsburgh AFB. A copy of the NYSDEC
decl aration of concurrence is attached as Appendi x B.

ACRONYNS

ACRONYNS

ABB- ES ABB Envi ronnental Services, Inc.

AFB Air Force Base

ARAR Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenent

BEHP bi s(2- et hyhexl ) pht hal ate

bgs bel ow ground surface

CERCLA Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (the Superfund statute)

DDD Di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hane

DDE Di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hyl ene

DDT Di chl or odi phenyl tri chl or oet hane

DERP Def ense Environnmental Restoration Program

DCE Department of Energy

ERA environmental risk assessment

FS Feasibility Study

HI Hazard | ndex

I AG I nt eragency Agreenent

| RP Installation Restoration Program

MVES Martin Marietta Energy Systens, Inc.

NCP National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution
Cont i ngency Pl an

NPL National Priorities List

NYSDEC New York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation

oM operation and nai nt enance

PDE Potential Dietary Exposure



Rf D ref erence dose

RI Renmedi al | nvestigation

RCD Record of Decision

RTV Ref erence Toxicity Val ue

SAC Strategic Air Conmand

Sl Site Inspection

svCoC sem vol atil e organi ¢ conpound

TRC Techni cal Review Committee

USEPA U S. Environnmental Protection Agency
VQOC vol atil e organi c conmpound
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APPENDI X A - ADM NI STRATI VE RECCORD | NDEX
APPENDI X B - STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

The State letter of concurrence will be placed here after NYSDEC reviews and concurs with the Draft Fina
RCD.

APPENDI X C - PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PT
TRANSCRI PT OF TOAN MEETI NG AUGUST 4, 1992

COL LIAS: W sinply stated to the reporters that we're very concerned. W're going to restore. W're going
to conply. (inaudible) And we're very proud of our acconplishnments in these areas, and I'I|l nmention two of
those here in a second. Hopefully, you're all famliar with them The other goal that we had related to the
community. W want to be good nei ghbors. W are nmenbers and we are co-inhabitants of the lovely north
country, wedged here between Lake Chanplain and the Adirondacks. And to be a good nei ghbor, we've got to be
just as kind to the environnent as possible. So, those are our goals. They're right up there with the rest
of our goals, and we take themvery seriously. The (inaudible) this past year are a teamof rea

prof essional s worki ng on environmental issues and they've won nunerous awards. And |'mgoing to have to get
a card to read them because | can't renenber themall. The Strategic Air Comrand in 1991, they won the
Thomas E. Wiite award conpetition for winner of the installation individual awards for environmental
conpl i ance; w nner of the installation individual awards for environmental restoration. W won the
installation individual awards for pollution prevention. At the Air Force level, we won the installation
award for environnental conpliance. W al so received honorable nentions in the award for

pol l ution-environnental restoration, pollution prevention. And at the Departnent of Defense level, we're
currently conpeting for the 1991 Thonas E. Wiite award for-installati on award environnental conpliance

W' re keeping our fingers crossed, because we know that we're a leading force in that conpetition, and we're
very proud of it. And our people are very proud of that because it takes nore than just our environnental
technicians that work in Gvil Engineering. It takes (inaudible) wench bender who works down in the

mai nt enance shops to be aware. It takes the guys--our civilians that worked here for years to bring areas of
possi ble problens to the staff, our environnental people, and we go out there and research it. (inaudible)
tal k about it tonight. The purpose of this meeting is to informthe people of our findings and our
recommended renedi es, and the environnmental inpacts of our selected renedial alternatives regarding two
landfills. And I'Il turn it over to our experts. Hopefully, you'll find (inaudible). PURSER Thank you
sir. M nane is Lieutenant Darren Purser and |'mthe Deputy Chief of Public Affairs here at Plattsburgh Ar
Force Base. Basically, | just wanted to introduce you to the speakers, as well as sone of our guests. To ny
left is M. Phil Von Bargen, who is our |RP renedial project nanager, M. Rachel Becker, our |RP chenica
engi neer, and in the audience we're pleased to have M. JimLister, a state regulator, M. Bill Roach with
the EPA, and M. Tom Lawson from URS, which is one of our engineering facilities. At this point,

PURSER. basically, | wanted to run down the list of our comunity invol venent between us and our nei ghbors
regarding the IRP, one of which is fact sheets. W've had a series of fact sheets in print, and toni ght we
are releasing four nore. |t basically gives an overview and kind of suns up what the IRP programis al

about. The adninistrative record is here at Plattsburgh Air Force Base and contains all the docunents
leading up to renmedial as well as renoval actions. The information repository is a condensed version of this
record and that is available at the Plattsburgh Public Library. Quarterly TRC neetings, one which met on the
16th of last nmonth--they did a site tour and visited | believe seven sites. And the TRC is made up of |oca
community | eaders, as well as our base environmental group, and again, the state and federal regulators. News
rel eases--anytine the programreaches a mlestone or a note of interest, we have varied channels with the
local nedia so there is very good comunication at that end. Public neetings |like the one we're having

toni ght kicks off what is a 30 day conment period in which we invite the public to offer their input into

projects that we are undergoing, and these are all included in the final decision. The mailing list--if you
signed the sign-up sheet, you'll be added to the IRP mailing list. And again, anytime there is notes of
interest or inportant information, we like to stay in close touch. And at this point, |'mgoing to turn it

over to M. Von Bargen and he will give you the breakdown of our program

VONBARGEN:  Thank you. We'll work right fromthe overhead. First, 1'd like to start off with just a sinple



overview of the Installation Restoration Program and that's to explain what its purpose is. And that's
sinply to identify, investigate, evaluate, and preenpt any task rel eases that are necessary to do so. OQur
process is driven by the CERCLA | egislation of 1980, and that was reauthorized in 1986. It was that
legislation that created the National Priority List process, of which Plattsburgh Air Force Base was proposed
to be on that list in July 1989, and was final on that list in Novenber of 1989. That puts us as a priority
site among | ocations across the United States to deal with these environmental releases. Along with that
then we have a Federal Facilities Agreenent, which becane effective on 12 Septenber 1991. And that was an
agreenent that was entered between the Air Force, the USEPA and the State of New York. And that Federa
Facilities Agreenent then drives the process by which we deal with each and every site on of Plattsburgh Air
Force Base. It's broken up very sinply into these four stages--identification, investigation, cleanup, and
then eventually the closeout of that site. W currently are working--at this public nmeeting right here-we're
in that stage of which we've gone out and investigated these two landfills, docunmented our findings, and then
eval uated the nunber alternatives, of which we're going to be addressing tonight, and then cone up with an
Air Force preferred remedy that we're putting up for public

VONBARGEN: comment and consul tation and concurrence with the State of New York and the USEPA. So what we're
dealing with tonight are the investigative and feasibility stages of this process. Resources to get this
process noving al ong--the Departnment of Defense has its own separate account, that is an anal ogous to |ike
the superfund account. W have here at the base an environnmental managenent flight where we have a staff of
approxi mately 17 people working in the Gvil Engineering Squadron under the direct |eadership of the

Envi ronnental Protection Committee Chairman, Colonel Lias. W have our Environmental Wrking Goup, menbers
of which are here tonight, that nmeets on a bi-weekly basis and goes over these issues with our sites. W
have ot her governnent agencies involved, which is obvious with the State of New York and USEPA here. W also
have the Arny Corp of Engineers and the Departnent of Energy, and then finally, we have our engineering
contractors, fromwhich we go ahead and procure--receive services fromunder a contractual relationship

Ckay. Well, this particular programthen is noving in the direction that the two sites that we' re working
with tonight--well, actually this is a nap of 24 sites, and we're working tonight with sites--landfills 22
and 23, which are located on the west side of the base. Now, I'mgoing to go right into alittle bit of
background about landfill 23. And what we're going to do is we're going to treat each landfill separately.
So, right now we'll address landfill 23. This site was active from 1966 until 1981, and it received
residential and nunicipal waste. And | want to clarify that, that municipal waste is totally fromthe base
facility itself, not fromany outside entities. Now, these wastes were deposited into trenches, which were
approxi mately 25 feet and were covered daily. Hazardous wastes were not routinely disposed of in this

landfill. However, in our phase | records search, there was a report of a suspected incident of hazardous
nmateri al being disposed of in the landfill. Gound water associated with this landfill, | do want to mention
is being treated separately. However, the renmedy that we select for the landfill unit itself is going to

ki nd of address some of the problens associated with ground water. However, there is a feasibility study
process being conducted just for that ground water unit itself. GCkay. Well, what kind of activities have
occurred there? Again, | go back to 1985, a phase | records search, at which there were interviews that were

conducted. A site inspection was perfornmed and docunented in July of 1989, when we went out and confirned
basically that there was ground water contam nation and sone wastes were identified at that tine. A renedia
investigation was then perforned, with the final report being released this past February, and then the
feasibility study report, which Rachel -which Ms. Becker will be talking about in alittle while. And that
feasibility study, which evaluates a nunber of alternatives, then has a selected renedy that is put forth in
a proposed plan, which is what is open for public comment right now Actually, the feasibility study and the
proposed plan are both up for public comrent. Ckay. Well, very quickly, the type of events that took place
to investigate the site involved the

VONBARGEN. Surface soils, subsurface soils, ground water, the surface water associ ated wi th downsl ope--a

di stance away fromthe site, the actual waste material in the landfill, and sone sedinments in sone seepage
areas south of that landfill. The nethods that we used to determ ne what the extent of the landfill was
included test trenching, a seismc survey to give us a profile of the geology at the site, a nagnetoneter
survey where we went out and | ooked for netal anonalies to see if there were any sites of perhaps buried
drums, discreet soil sanpling, conposite sanpling of the soils at the surface, a passive soil gas study, and
ground water testing. And all of that information is contained in the renedial investigation report. Ckay.
Vel |, our findings-basically, we identified 16 different semi-volatile organic compounds in the surface
soils, and we al so found some trace silver. And one sanple has a trace |evel of PCB, which was about 220



parts per billion. Test trenches dug show that the waste included bagged household trash, construction

debris, and scrap metal. And there were no anomalies such as buried druns in |large quantities found there.
A nearby seep in the water sanple included alum num arsenic, zinc, and iron. Also, in the sedinment sanple

| ocated near--by that surface water sanple were sonme (inaudible). Again, | do nention that the ground water
is being treated separately at this site. And the general conclusions that we can nmake about this particul ar
landfill were that we found no areas of concentrated el evations that we considered to be hot spots of any
significance were found in that site. Qur primary concern at that landfill is surface soil and m nim zing
infiltration of rainfall through that landfill basin. At this point, Ms. Becker is going to give us an

overview and information pertaining to a risk assessnent and a feasibility study process and that result.

BECKER: Thanks, Phil. After we obtained the data fromour renedial investigation, we proceed on in the
process by performng a risk assessnent. And risk assessnments are basically perfornmed to determ ne whether
remedi al action at a site is necessary. These are broken into two groups. There is a human health risk
assessnent and a habitat risk assessnent, which are further broken down into risk groups. There is

carci nogeni ¢ risk, the noncarcinogenic risk for humans, and the acute risks and chronic risks for the
environnental based risk assessment. The EPA has determined that a risk value for carcinogenic risk of 10 to
the negative 6 to 10 to the negative 4 is considered acceptable. This is basically a unitless probability of
any adverse effects occurring for a population. This |evel has been determined to be acceptable. In

addi tion, the non-carcinogenic risk is neasured as a hazard i ndex, and a hazard index of |less than one is
consi dered acceptable. For the ecological risk, it's broken down just a little bit differently. A hazard
index of less than .1 indicates that no possible effects will occur. A hazard index between .1 and 10

indi cates that possible adverse effects may occur, and a hazard index greater than 10 indicates that probable
adverse effects may occur to sone individuals

BECKER. There are handouts on the table that break this process down in a little bit nore detail. But, just
for sinplicity, I'd generalize that the risk rankings, according to the different scenarios that we | ooked
at-part of the risk assessnent is devel oping scenarios in order to assess the risk. And based on landfill 23,
we have three risk scenarios. One involves the security police, which use an obstacle course that's | ocated
on this landfill. Another is that of a child trespasser. And we also include a hypothetical future resident
in our risk evaluation to ensure that we're looking in the long term Based on these nunbers, the security
police and child trespasser risks are within acceptable |evels. However, the future resident does show an
unaccept abl e ri sk based on EPA risk levels for carcinogenic risk as well as noncarcinogenic risk for
children. For the ecol ogical assessnent, we |ooked at several receptors that we felt were representative of
our landfills. These were the white footed nouse, the wood thrush, the garter snake, and red fox, as well as
the red tail hawk. And we tried to take a nice representative of carnivores as well as birds and things of
that nature. And based on our risk assessnent, which again is in nore detail in the handout, it indicates
that the hazard index is primarily between .1 and 10, which nmeans that possible effects could occur to sone

i ndividual s. However, w de-spread popul ation effects were not anticipated. After we get done the risk
assessnent, we determ ne whether renedial action is necessary. In this case, we have deternmined that it is.
The first thing that we need to do is devel op renedi al response objectives. Wth those objectives, we
devel op a string of alternatives, screening the ones out that we don't feel are appropriate for the site

anal yze the several alternatives we pick, and then conpare themto chose our preferred alternative. For this
site we devel oped several objectives. Prinarily, they're based on minimzing the potential threat and future
human and ecol ogi cal risks of the contam nants found on site, as well as minimze the infiltration of
precipitation through the waste and into the ground water, which is what Phil was trying to inpress upon you
The purpose of this feasibility study is not to clean up the ground water. However, it addresses source
control aspects of the landfill. Thereby, one of our objectives being preventing nore mgration through the
waste and into the ground water. Fromour objectives, we came up with several alternatives. One is no
action, which includes just nmonitoring the site. The second one is site grading and a vegetation
establ i shment, which is just basically adding approxinmately a foot of soil and putting a vegetative cover
Installation of a |ow perneability barrier cover system which entails a |lot nore soil as well as an

i nper neabl e menbrane. Excavation and incineration nmeans basically renmoving all the waste and destroying it
through incineration. And stabilization/solidification, which is an on-site process of solidifying the waste
in place. W screened these alternatives using essentially three different criteria, that is, effectiveness,
inplenentability, and cost.

BECKER: This is our way of not having to spend a lot of time evaluating alternatives that probably won't be



applicable to the site. And based on our evaluation, we deternmined that the no action vegetative cover and
the perneability cover systens were the nost appropriate for our site because excavation and incineration and
stabilization/solidification are really dependent upon having hot spots or things of that nature. It also
entails a ot of extra excavation that nay--may bring short termeffects to the workers in the area. And we
didn't feel that it was any nmore protective than the other three alternatives, in addition to its being
extrenely costly. Qur three alternatives were evaluated using nine criteria. Basically, the nine criteriais
to evaluate whether it's protective of human health and the environment, its permanence and | ong-term
effectiveness, it's inplenent-ability cost, and conpliance with regulations. In addition, the last two
criteria are state acceptance and the comrunity acceptance. At this point, we have gotten concurrence from
the State and EPA on our preferred alternative, and the comunity acceptance criteria will be evaluated after
all comunity comrents have been subnitted. Based on our evaluations, Plattsburgh Air Force Base feels that
the preferred renedial alternative is alternative three, the installation of a |ow pernmeability variable
cover system which in addition to it being very protective, it also fulfills the Part 360 New York State
requirenent. It provides overall protection of human health and the environment. It provides |ong-term
effectiveness. And it has the greatest effect on reducing the potential for additional contam nants to
mgrate through the waste into the ground water at this landfill. And at this point, that concludes the
presentation on landfill 23. And M. Von Bargen will come back and brief the background on landfill 22

VONBARGEN: There are--aside fromthe background, there are a lot of simlarities between the two landfills
as we progress along here. The age of this landfill is slightly older. It was active from 1959 through 1966.
It again also received prinmarily residential and again, waste fromthe base entity, in trenched cells. It

al so reportedly received sludge waste fromour base industrial waste water pretreatnent facility, which was
basically a kind of oil and water separator process. And sludges fromthat, as they were put out into tanks,
were then just apparently di sposed of over in that landfill. It also received spent aircraft starter
cartridges, which were at one tine thought to have been the disposition of nmunitions waste. However, it
really was aircraft starter cartridges. Again, the process is very simlar to the landfill 23. This site
was | ooked at in the phase | report in 1985. However, at that time, it was not ranked--it was not considered
for further action. Inreevaluating the records and understandi ng the waste water treatnent facilities
operations and the waste going over there, we reconsidered that site in the site inspection stage. W went
out and did sone sanpling of the waste and thought that we needed to go

VONBARGEN: farther into a renedial investigation report. That was finalized in February of 92, just
recently, and that identifies the nature and extent of the contamination we found in that report. It also
contains the risk assessnent that M ss Becker speaks about. The feasibility study report was just recently
conpl eted, which identifies the various alternatives that were considered. And then the proposed plan, which
is being put out right now, is for the recomrended remedy for that site, and Rachel Becker will speak about

that. And again, what did we do out there. |t was somewhat simlar, except that at this particular site, we
didn't have surface water and sedinents to go out and sanple, but we sanpled the surface soil and subsurface
ground water, and the waste. W used very simlar techniques as we did over at landfill 23. And our
findings for this particular landfill were--in this case, there were no volatile or seni-volatile organic

conmpounds in the surface soils. There was DDT, a pesticide, detected at less than 20 parts per mllion in
the surface soils. The wastes thensel ves were anal yzed and detected carbon tetrachol ori de and chl orof orm
Thi s (inaudi bl e) petrol eum hydrocarbons and (inaudible) nmetals. However, the only contam nant that was site
related for basically throughout the site was |l ead. Qur general conclusion would be, again, that there are
no zones of el evated contam nation or what are known as hot spots, and that we al so believe that the site
condition--the | ow oxygen site conditions which are typical of many landfills rmay be increasing the
solubility of the naturally occurring iron and manganese, which are in el evated concentrations at that site.
I should al so say that the ground water--and | don't see it on thebullet there---that the ground water did
have |l evels of--levels of iron and manganese that exceeded New York State ground water standards. And again,
that may be because of the anaerobic conditions at the site and the iron and manganese that naturally occur
going into the solution, or it could also possibly be fromnetals that are rusting away basically at the
landfill site. There also--we don't believe that there is any horizontal--or linmted horizontal mgration of
site contamnants at that particular landfill. M. Becker nowis going to go into--again, the site risks and
the feasibility study |eading to a recommended preferred alternative.

BECKER: This is basically the same as the other site. These are considered acceptable risk levels. And
agai n, for ecological risks we have the three different levels of risks. For landfill 22, we had simlar



scenarios. There was the child trespasser and the future resident. This risk assessment indicates that the
hazard index for the child--for a future resident is borderline. The hazard index is 1, which is considered

acceptable. It's the sane receptors were elevated for landfill 22 as for landfill 23, with sinmlar results.
Qur risk assessnent determined a few individuals may possibly have adverse effects, but there woul d be no
popul ation problens. And again, we go through the sane process for landfill 22 and we did for landfill 23.

In fact, all of our sites went through this process to go through the

BECKER. feasibility study process. The renedial response objective for this site was basically to mnimze
the exposure to pesticides in the surface soils at this site. And again, since nost landfills of this nature
are simlar, we had the sane renedial alternatives to evaluate. And again, we eval uated these using the
three criteria of effectiveness, inplenmentability, and cost. And not surprising, this screened down to the

first three alternatives, the same as we did for landfill 23. After evaluating the three alternatives as

inthe criteria, that is also identifying in the proposed plan, we determined that alternative two for this
landfill was appropriate, the vegetative establishment cover system W determned this because it provides
an overall protection of human health and the environnent. It provides long-termeffectiveness. It's the

| east costly of the cover systemalternatives, and there are actually | ess adverse ecological inpacts with
this particular alternative, since alternatives using geormenbranes prevent us fromplanting trees in the
area. These--for the feasibility study process, we develop a feasibility study, and that's also--that's
located on the table, if anybody wants to flip through it. [It's just basically a detailed version of what
I've just told you, and a condensed version of the proposed plan, which everyone is welconme to take. And
that is actually what people are to comrent on. And that concludes the landfill 22 briefing.

PURSUER. At this point, I'mgoing to turn it over to M. Von Bargen to noderate the question and answer
period. Again, the public is invited to give inputs that will be used in the final decision, and coments
can be nade by either using a comment sheet, which are up here in front by the sign-in table, or they call
the Public Affairs office directly. (inaudible)

VON BARGEN: Thank you. W are open to questions.

MEYERS: Can you clear up a little bit the difference between plan 2 and plan 3--alternative 2 and 3?
ROACH:  For both sites?

MEYERS: Yeah. Wiat is actually the difference between alternatives 2 and 3?

BECKER The difference is alternative 2 is strictly a vegetation cover. Basically, it's a matter of placing
about a foot of soil on top of the existing soil and establishing vegetation over that to enhance the anount

of transpiration. It essentially protects receptors fromthe surfacesoil itself. On the other hand,
alternative 3, the low perneability cover system -in addition to having soil being placed on the surface
has a geonenbrane, which is a inperneable--which is a |ow perneability nmenbrane. It prevents approxi mately

70 percent of the precipitation from

BECKER infiltrating through the landfill waste. And in the case of landfill 23, we--one of our response
objectives to reduce the infiltration. That's why we chose the geonenbrane alternative, as opposed to just
the vegetative cover for protection of the surface soil

MEYERS: So, is this like a plastic coating or something like a covering that goes over the--

BECKER. It goes in between the soil layers. In fact, Tom Lawson could probably give you a little bit nore
detail on the actual conponents of the cap

LAWVBON:  |'m Tom Lawson. Basically, what alternative 3 is, is a full NYS Part 360 cap. Wthout getting into
all of the design details, this is basically what it does is it's a |layered approached. First, what you do
is you regrade the landfill so that it has a consistent drainage on the cap, and then what you do is you

build up layers, okay. And what you're going to do is first is you're going to put down a varied |layer. You
want to be able to track (inaudible). And then what is put on top of that is an inperneable |layer built up
And then you put a vegetative |awer on top of that. And the rationale for alternative 3 as opposed to 2, as



Rachel nentioned, is because you had concern for landfill 23 being a generator--a waste generator for ground
wat er contami nation, so you want to be able to track the source down, and based on that, the perculation rate
down from about 131/2 inches per year down to about 21/2 inches per year based on probability. The necessity

for that--alternative 2 for landfill 22 is not the driving force because the big concern of the risk
assessnent is what we call direct termnal contact, which is |like touching your skin or ingestion things in
the soil. So that a reason for that (inaudible), which solves the problemfor the assessnent and al so all ows

(i naudi ble), which is always a concern when you have |andfills that are closed. They weren't closed to state
st andar ds because they preclude nost state regulations. So, what you want to do is you' ve got positive
readi ngs so you don't want pockets of precipitation laying there. So, that mninumsoil grade is 4 percent,
and the maxi mum (i naudi bl e) percent and is generally accepted in New York State.

MEYERS: D d you mention that you won't be able to grow vegetation on |level 3, or alternative 3?
VONBARGEN:  You woul d be able to put a grass cover to stabilize the soil.
MEYERS: A grass cover, but you won't be able to plant trees (inaudible)?

VONBARGEN. Right. Because you don't want some--you don't want the root systens of the plant to go down and
affect the geotextile menbranes that created that |awyer barrier fromthat infiltration. W should kind of
just point out that these two--and Tomdid mention--that these two particular landfills were operational

VONBARGEN: and cl osed at a period of tinme at which there really wasn't ruch guidance in ternms of how to
close these landfills, and that has changed significantly in this day and age today. W' re open to your
questi ons.

(i naudi bl e)

MEYERS: | had anot her question regarding--you nentioned the ground water. There are other things that
you're going to be doing with the ground water? Can you explain how you're going to be handling that?
That's another programor how is that?

VONBARGEN: Vel |, we have conducted an investigation at that landfill 23 and it has included addressing the
ground water as a medium And we have found at that location that there is ground water contamnation in
sone low levels that we at this tine are trying to address the source and whether it is directly fromthe
landfill or naybe perhaps froman outside source. W're trying to assess that situation and deterni ne what
mght be directly contributed fromthe landfill itself, and what comes from some other source nearby. The
ground water at that particular site noves in a direction towards the runway, in the south to southeasterly
direction. The process will be nowto look at the issues of what is there in the ground water, and to

eval uate what perhaps may be driving--taking an action, whether it will be some state or EPA regul ation,
sonething that's driven by risk, and then devel oping the sane process, this selection of renedies, and

eval uating them and determ ni ng what woul d be an appropriate action at that site. So, that will be follow ng
in the very near future.

LIAS: I'd like to thank you all for comng. And again, if you haven't signed in, by doing so, you'll be
added to the nailing list. | appreciate you all coming out. Thank you very nuch.

(The neeting was term nated.)
APPENDI X D - RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to address coments received during the 4 August 92 through 3
Sept enber 92 public coment period for Landfill LF-022. However, no coments fromthe public were received.



